requirement" for the American People to obtain and maintain a Social Security Account Number 
(aka "T.LN./S.S.N.IF.I.C.A"). The Social Security Act of 1935 as amended, simply imposes no 
such requirement, because Congress lacks the constitutional authority to compel membership in 
Social Security, by or from private American Citizens. Statutes creating a (rebuttable) 
presumption, that deny every meaningful opportunity for rebuttal violates Due Process of Law. 
Heiner v. Donnan , 285 U.S. 312(1932). 

Nevertheless, the Petitioner was assigned Social Security Account Number 
"000000000" at the very moment of being induced to sign up, September 12, 1968. The reverse 
side of the certified microfiche copy of the original SS-5 Application for Social Security Number 
bears the following language, as did the SSA Pocket Card until surrendered: 

"Your Social Security card is the official verification of your Social Security 
number and evidence of employment authorization. This printout does not establish your 
right to work in the United States." 

The representatives of the Social Security Administration, an Agency of the United 
States' Government, have a known legal duty, as well as a fiduciary duty to fully inform 
applicants for Social Security Numbers of pertinent facts as well as the legal consequences of 
signing up; and neither to misrepresent material facts nor any legal consequences, which rule of 
law is well established by a virtual plethora of case precedence too numerous to list herein, but 
may best be described by resort to two cases, Bruun v. Hanson (CA 9, 1939), 103 F.2d 685; and 
State Bar Association v. Douglas (Neb., 1987) 416 N.W.2d 515; cf. 65 CJ. 652, § 520. 

As early as January 11, 1911, in Alonzo Bailey v State of Alabama , 219 S.Ct. Rept's 
Ed. 250, it was held that " Fraud vitiates even the most solemn contracts. " The Supreme Court 
has also held that: " Silence can be equated with fraud, when there is a legal or moral duty to 
speak " and the High Court further decided what constitutes "fraudulent concealment," to wit: 
(1) there must be a misrepresentation of fact; (2) that the party relying upon the 
misrepresentation, had no knowledge of the misrepresentation; (3) that the facts were or are 
false; (4) that the person or persons misrepresenting the facts intended to deceive the innocent 
party; (5) that the innocent party justifiably relied upon the misrepresentation; (6) that the 
innocent party must be enjoined from exercising some right, benefit, or privilege resulting from 
the misrepresentation; (7) that the misrepresentation shocks the conscience; (8) that the 
misrepresentation diminishes public confidence in the system it is designed to administer; and 
(9) that the misrepresentation was or is unreasonable. Each of these elements is material in this 
instant Redress. 

Also, as recent as 1970, the Supreme Court decided that: "Waivers of constitutional 
rights not only must be voluntary, but must be knowing, intelligent acts done with sufficient 
awareness of relevant circumstances and likely consequences. When a governmental agent 
provides an application to a citizen for the purpose of that citizen exchanging their constitutional 
rights for that of a privilege, that information must be clearly shown on the face of the 
application." R.M. Brady v. United States (1970) 397 U.S. 742, cf. Clvatt v. United States, 197 
U.S. 207 (incidentally "peonage," and "involuntary servitude" were the subject matter of this 
later decision). 

Time in no way has eroded these holdings ! 

To this very day, not one United States Government officer, agent, employee, fiduciary, 
or other representative, has ever informed me that by signing up for Social 


